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WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEPARTMENTAL 
OVERSIGHT AND CoNSUMER RELATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. Paul C. Jones (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Jones, Hagen, Jennings, Bass, McSween, 
Stubblefield, and Dixon. 

Also present: Representative Smith of Mississippi and Hyde M. 
Murray, assistant clerk. 

Mr. Jones (presiding). The subcommittee will come to order. We 
have a number of bills here this morning. 

(The documents referred to, H.R. 2953, H.R. 5442, H.R. 5973, H.R. 
6591, H.R. 6669, and the report of the Department of Agriculture are 


as follows :) 
{H.R. 2953, 86th Cong., 1st sess.]) 


A BILL To provide for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States to 
Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall convey 
by quitclaim deed to Sophronia Smiley Delaney, Woodworth, Louisiana, and 
her sons Charles Franklin Delaney, Junior, Jimmie Scott Delaney, and Jack 
Richard Delaney, upon the payment by them to the United States of the sum 
of $2,500, all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the real 
property described in section 2, which land was acquired by the United States 
at a cost of $2,500 for use in connection with Camp Claiborne, Louisiana, during 
World War II. 

Sec. 2. The real property referred to in the first section of this Act is more 
particularly described as follows: South half of northeast quarter and north 
half of southeast quarter of section 8, township 2 north, range 2 west, Louisiana 
meridian, containing 160 acres, more or less, Rapides Parish, Louisiana. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1959. 
Hon, Haroitp D. Coorry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLey: This is in reply to your request of May 12, 1959, 
for a report on H.R. 2953, a bill to provide for the conveyance of certain real 
property of the United States to Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons. 

This Department recommends that the bill not be enacted. 

H.R. 2953 would direct the Secretary of Agriculture to convey all right, title 
and interest of the United States in and to the S4%NE%, N’%SEY sec. 8, T. 2 
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N., R. 2 W., Louisiana meredian, containing 160 acres, more or less, to Mrs, 
Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons, Charles Franklin Delaney, Jr,, J 
Scott Delaney, and Jack Richard Delaney, upon the payment by them of the 
sum of $2,500. 

The land described in the bill was purchased from the Delaney family in 194) 
for a consideration of $2,500. It was acquired by the United States for use in 
connection with Camp Claiborne. Copies supplied to us of correspondence from 
the Department of the Army indicate that the records of that Department pp. 
tained no evidence of any agreement or promise to permit the former Owners 
to repurchase the lands after the war. The information available to this De 
partment indicates that the purchase price paid by the United States for the 
lend represented its full value. In 1946 the Army declared this and other 
tracts in the area surplus and in 1947 they were transferred to this Department 
at the estimated fair market value for administration as a part of the Kisatchie 
National Forest pursuant to the Weeks Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961) 
Since that time the value of this tract has increased and in 1957 it was estimated 
to be worth approximately $15,000. 

This tract is located well within a large acreage of almost solid national forest 
ownership in the Kisatchie National Forest. It is within an area of abont 
15,000 acres within the forest administered as the Evangeline Wildlife Manage. 
ment Area. Except for 200 acres owned by the State of Louisiana, all of this 
wildlife management area is owned by the United States. The transfer of this 
tract to private ownership would be detrimental to the most efficient administra. 
tion of the area. Such transfer would unnecessarily complicate and increase the 
cost of the administration of the area for multiple public benefits. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. PETERSON, Assistant Secretary, 


(H.R. 5442, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell and convey certain lands in the 
State of Iowa to the city of Keosauqua 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture is author- 
ized to sell and convey to the city of Keosauqua, Iowa, by quitclaim deed, at the 
fair market value as determined by him, and subject to all outstanding rights, 
all the right, title, and interest of the United States in and to that certain tract 
of land containing ninety-nine and fifty-seven one-hundredths acres, more or less, 
located in Van Buren County, Iowa, in and adjacent to the city of Keosauqua, 
conveyed to the United States by the Grand Lodge of the Ancient Order of 
United Workmen of North Dakota by deed dated December 10, 1936, and recorded 
in Van Buren County in book 78 on page 303. 


[H.R. 5973, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the removal of the restriction on use with respect to a certain tract 
of land in Cumberland County, Tennessee, conveyed to the State of Tennessee in 1938 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture is av 
thorized and directed to convey by quitclaim deed or other appropriate means 
to the State of Tennessee all right, title, and interest remaining in the United 
States in and to the following described tract of land situated in Cumberland 
County, Tennessee, which is held by such State under a deed executed by the 
Farm Security Administrator in 1938: 

Beginning at a stake in the center of State Highway Numbered 28 where the 
lands of Cumberland Homesteads and the lands of Cumberland State Park 
corner and runs with the centerline of said highway south 45 degrees 12 minutes 
and 15 seconds east 177.73 feet to a stake; thence continuing with the centerline 
of said highway south 23 degrees 38 minutes and 30 seconds east 755.40 feet to 
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stake; thence continuing with the centerline of said highway south 43 degrees 
03 minutes and 15 seconds east 155.65 feet to a stake; thence leaving said high- 


way south 44 degrees 13 minutes and 45 seconds west 600 feet to a stake; 
thence north 29 degrees 54 minutes and 00 seconds west 1,073.90 feet to a stake; 
thence north 44 degrees 13 minutes and 45 seconds east 600 feet to the beginning; 
containing 14.3 acres, more or less; being located at the northeast corner of the 
Cumberland State Park in Cumberland County, Tennessee. 





[H.R. 6591, 86th Cong., 1st sess.], 


A BILL To provide for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States to 
the Leland Consolidated School District, Mississippi 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall con- 
yey, without consideration, to the Leland Consolidated School District, Leland, 
Mississippi, all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to that 
portion of the property of the United States of America known as the Lucy 
Armstrong tract and a part of the property comprising the United States Cotton 
Field Station having a common boundary with the Leland Consolidated School 
District Property on the west and the center or thread of stream of Deer Creek 
on the east and southerly boundary of property, said land being located and 
situated in the northwest quarter of section 14, township 18 north, range 7 west 
in Washington County, Mississippi, and being more particularly described as 
follows: Commencing at the northeast corner of block 7 of the Armstrong Second 
Addition to the city of Leland, Washington County, Mississippi, thence north 88 
degrees 39 minutes east 50 feet to an iron pipe which is the point of beginning, 
thence north 1 degree 21 minutes west, 50 feet to an iron pipe, thence north 88 
degrees 39 minutes east, 294.5 feet to a railroad rail set on the west boundary 
of the United States Cotton Field Station property, thence north 1 degree 21 
minutes west along said west boundary of United States Cotton Field Station 
property (being also the east boundary of School property) 735.00 feet to an iron 
pipe, thence south 88 degrees 39 minutes west, 294.5 feet to the point of be- 
ginning and containing 20.60 acres gross, less 4.01 acres lying inside the high 
pank line of Deer Creek which leaves a net total of 16.59 acres more or less. 


(H.R. 6669, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


ABILL To amend the Act of July 14, 1945, to provide that the Louisiana State University 
and Agricultural and Mechanical College may use certain real property heretofore con- 
yeyed to it by the United States for general educational purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first section of the Act entitled “An 
Act to transfer certain lands situated in Rapides Parish, Louisiana, to board of 


| supervisors of Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical 


College”, approved July 14, 1945 (59 Stat. 468), is amended by striking out “for 
the establishment and maintenance of an agricultural and vocational school” 
and by inserting in lieu thereof the following: “for educational purposes,” 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture shall execute such instruments in writ- 
ing as may be necessary to carry out the amendment made by the first section 
of this Act. 


Mr. Jones. In order to expedite this hearing, I am going to have 
Congressman Schwengel, from Iowa, present his bill first. It will take 
him only about 5 minutes, I think, so at this time we will hear from 
Congressman Schwengel on H.R. 5442. 

I understand that you have a prepared statement, Congressman. If 


you would like to read that or to file it for the record, eiither way will 
be all right. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRED SCHWENGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE y | «tt);! 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT oF qm |" 
STATE OF IOWA ph 


Mr. Scuwenecex. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee cult 
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in behalf of HR 
5442, which is a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to gj Th 
some 95 acres of Government-owned land adjacent to the city of 
Keosauqua, Van Buren County, Iowa, to that city for municipal | rpede 
purposes. 5a , "Mer 

This is a clear case of the Government wishing to dispose of th | , « 


property and the city of Keosauqua anxious to purchase it. ee 
The Forestry Service acquired the property in 1936 as a nurse or 
site and for a number of years it was used for that purpose, Frop | ann 
1943 to 1957 the tract was leased to a farmer in the area for agricy. rt 
tural purposes, mainly for the growing of hybrid seed corn. nd ; 


The tract has not been used the last 2 years because of the policy~ | Mfr 
and a very wise one, I believe—of the Department of Agricultuy | }. in 
which prohibits the growing of price-supported crops in surplus sy. | T), 
ply on Federal land. 

I think this came as the result of the action of your committ,| yf, 
which I thought at the time was a very wise move. Mi 

The decision was reached some time ago in the Forestry Service tp Mi 
dispose of this land. It was acquired under the Weeks Act, and} yg 
although there is authority to sell for agricultural use, under th| to he 
Weeks Act there is no authority to declare the land surplus or sell it Go 
for other purposes. Mi 

The city of Keosauqua does not have an adequate sewage dispoal| — 
system. Raw sewage is allowed to enter the Des Moines River which | gray 
flows between the city and the tract of land in question. This isa IN 
health menace and unwarranted contamination of the stream. 

The city is interested in the tract of land covered by the bill to us TE 
as the location for a sewage lagoon, and I compliment them for it in M 
doing something about the contamination that results. eee 

A city council survey has shown that by placing the lagoon on the| : , 
land across the river and below the elevation of the city, rather tha kody 
on a grade level higher than the city, the sewage could be pum | TI 
across the river to the lagoon far more economically than any 


system which could be worked out. mT 
It is estimated that some 20 acres will be needed for the sewag dari 


lagoon. The city would like to acquire the entire tract, however, aml} | 4 
develop the balance for recreation facilities. H.R. 5442 is wnitta 


to authorize the sale of the entire tract. ay a 
There would appear to be no controversial features about this bil por 


The Government wishes to dispose of the land; the city wishesti| * 7, 
purchase it. The city isn’t asking for a grant. It wishes to buy ats Ale: 
fair market price. It is my hope that this committee will see fit] “> 
approve the bill so that the transaction can move forward. Del: 
Thank you. 9, 
Mr. Jones. Mr. Schwengel, you mentioned here that there is a cet | },.. 
case of the Government wishing to dispose of the property. Whats} -~ 
the authority for that statement ? ) 
Mr. ScuweEncex. We have correspondence here from the Depuatt 
ment of Agriculture indicating that they want to dispose of the prop 
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VE ty | erty, but they can only dispose of it under the Weeks Act, which pro- 
: ~ vides that it can only be disposed of to be used again for agricultural 
ses. 
PB ere is no real desire on the part of anybody to acquire it for agri- 
| cultural ‘aap ang but there is a real desire and a real need for the 
Mitte, | -ommunity there to acquire this property so that they can build an 
f HR uate sewer system, which they want very much to do. 
to sll | This would save them thousands of dollars in the building of their 
IY of | sewer system. And in addition it would give them very valuable and 
icipal | needed recreational space. 
Mr. Jones. The reason I asked that question is that we do not have 
of th | . report from the Departaaene as yet. We did not send for the report 
until just recently. Or do we have the report? 
ursety} Mr, ScoweENGEL. I do not believe the report is here before your 
Fron | «ommittee, but I am sure that it is forthcoming. We have been in 
Ericul- | sontact with the Department on this matter, and as nearly as I can 
find out, there is no disagreement on the part of the Government. 
dlicy— Mr. Jones. I think that I can assure you that the subcommittee will 
ultur | be in a position to give you a favorable action, if there is no objection. 
i$ Sup! Thank you very much. 
Do you have any questions? 
mitt, | Mr. Bass. No. 
, Mr. Scuwencer. Thank you. 
vice} Mr, Jones. The next bill that we will take up is H.R. 2953, by Mr. 
t, and | McSween, the Congressman from Louisiana. We will be very happy 
er th | to hear from you at this time, Mr. McSween. 
‘sellit} Go right ahead. 
Mr. McSween. Thank you. 


Which | STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD B. McSWEEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
S184! IN CONGRESS FROM THE EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 


toy | THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 
rit) “Mr, McSween. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, first 
thy I want to say that I appreciate very much your giving us this hear- 
ie ing on H.R. 2953, which is identical to S. 6, introduced in the other 
, | body by Senator Ellender, also of Louisiana. 
mpél | “This deals with a situation that I am sure that you and the other 
members of the committee have many examples of in your own areas. 
we The property was acquired, as you know, in all parts of the Nation 
i “| during the early forties for war purposes. It was either bought or 
Tit | Condemned by the War Department. And subsequently, much of this 
| property went back to the original landowners. In many instances it 
went to other Government agencies under the priority arrangement 


s bill. ; 
hy provided for in an act of Congress of 1944. 
vaty| ,J2 the instant case, we are dealing with 160 acres located near 


“gt | Alexandria, La., in an area near what was then Camp Claiborne, La. 

These 160 acres was the family place of a family by the name of 
Delaney. 
v4 Soon after Mr. Delaney died in 1940, representatives of the Army 
hat 3 | began negot lations with the widow, Mrs. Delaney, to buy the property 
| for military purposes. 
epart: 42460—59—_—-2 
prop 
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This property, as I say, was a home place, occupied as the home of 
this family, and it even had the family cemetery on it. 

So she did not wish to sell the property, but at that particular time 
you know, we were going to war, and the Government was put in the 
position of condemning a great deal of property wherever they needed 
land for military installations. 

So with the understanding that this property would be reconveyed 
to her and to her coowners, when and if the Army had no more Use 
for it, in order to avoid condemnation proceedings she and the heirs 
agreed to sell this property in 1941. 

To make a long story short, she never did have the opportunity to 
reacquire this property, because others higher on the priority ]j 
namely the Department of Agriculture, for the U.S. Forest: Service 
exercised the priority which ranked above the priority given by 
statute to former owners. 

So the title to this property is now held by the Government through 
the Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Forest Service, 

There is an unfavorable report to this bill by the Department of 
Agriculture which points out briefly that the property was adequately 
paid for in 1942, $2,500 was the price, for the 160 acres, 

It further states that the land is now worth $15,000 and that~ 
this tract is located well within a large acreage of almost solid national forest 
ownership in the Kisatchi National Forest. It is within an area of about 15,00 
acres within the forest administered as the Evangeline Wildlife Management 
Area. Except for 200 acres owned by the State of Lousiana, all of this wildlife 
management area is owned by the United States. 

I will show you a map in a minute of this area, 

The report further says that— 

The transfer of this tract to private ownership would be deterimental to the 
most efficient administration of the area. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that I feel that that certainly is of in- 
terest and benefit to all of us in this Nation, because that is an interest 
which must be balanced against the interest of this family, and in the 
interest of the obligation that all of us have toward owners of property 
which subsequently has gone into the hands of the Government for one 
purpose, namely a war effort service, and which is now in the hands of 
another agency of the Government with no connection at all between 
the original purchase for which the property was acquired by the 
Government. 

Let me show you, if I may, a map of this section. It is this area 
in Louisiana [indicating] wherein the subject property is located 
This will help you to visualize the physical location of this property. 

Alexandria would be in this area up here [indicating] and the 
subject property, the 160 acres in the form of a square, is here [in- 
dicating]. That isa piece of property owned privately. 

All of this land in white is owned privately. 

Obviously it would be beneficial to the Government in connection 
with this to own all of this land. . 

However, I think that the interests of these former landowners 3s 
paramount to the general interest of our Government to have a colt 
plete block in this area. 

Mr. Bass. Is all of this that is in the blue enclosure on the map— 
was that at one time a part of the military reservation ? 
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Mr. McSwezen. Actually, this is not a part of the—— 
Mr. Devaney. If there is any question that I could answer, I shall 
d to. 
be McSween. This is not a part confined to Camp Claiborne— 
adjacent to. it—is that right ? 
Mr. Detanery. That 160-acre tract was acquired as a part of the 
northern limits, the safety zone of the rifle range for Camp Claiborne, 


i Bass. What is this zone marked out in blue? Is that the divi- 
sion that you are talking about ? 

Mr. McSween. That is supposed to be—— 

Mr. Devaney. If I may, sir, I might be of help. 

This block represents the National Forest Service area of prime 
responsibility. ‘That is the basic forest ownership tract. 

utside of it was acquired after the basic purchase. 
Mr. Jones. Is this lower part outside still part of the national 
orest ? 
: Mr. Detaney. Everything in green is in the national forest. 

Mr. Bass. Is that part of it, to acquire that land in the enclosure— 
is that not in the interests of the national forest to acquire that? 

Mr. Detaney. I know there has been an attempt in the past. What 
the current outlook is, I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Bass. How long has this legislation been pending ? 

Mr. Detaney. Affecting the national forests since 1930, it has been 
in their possession. 

Mr. McSween. Here is the actual main camp area. 

Let me make a reference to another area of land in the vicinity to 
illustrate this. This piece of property is also in my district, in this 
general area, which is just below another area of that forest. 

This area in red is generally known as the Breezy Hills area. It is 
used as an artillery range, that is, it was during the war, for the 
Army. 

Mr. Bass. I used to use that. Did we not have maneuvers down in 
that area ? 

Mr. McSween. Yes, we did. It was acquired as an artillery range. 
Subsequently, it was acquired by the Department of Agriculture, the 
same as the subject property was acquired. 

You will notice that a lot of this is in white. That means that it is 
privately owned. 

Now, all of it at one time was owned by the Government here for 
the use of this artillery range. 

It is my information that the way that this got back into private 
hands, this property in white here, was that when these former prop- 
erty owners, after the cessation of hostilities, received notice that it 
was going to be returned they had a meeting back in the year 1946, 
was it not ? 

Mr. Detaney. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. McSween. A group of the former landowners, thinking that 
they would not be able to exercise their priority because they were 
fourth on the list, got together and they contacted one of my predeces- 
sors in office, Mr. Allen, to prevail upon authorities here not to exercise 
their priority, so that these former landowners could exercise their 
option. 
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That is what they did and they reacquired their property from the 
Government. 

This is, also, in the forest area maintained by the Forest Service 

The same arguments that applied to the area south of Alexandria 
apply north of it. We are dealing with a case, probably, is the mogt 
extreme of the many cases that could be brought before Congress 
dealing with property owned formerly by private owners and now in 
the hands of the Government as the result of transfer from the War 
Department to another branch of the Government for a purpose dif- 
ferent from that for which it was acquired originally. And I am 
asking this committee to give particular consideration to the merits 
of this case in view of the unusual circumstances, with particular at- 
tention being paid to the fact that this family’s cemetery is there; and 
even had their property not been willingly sold, there is some ques- 
tion as to whether the Government, under condemnation proceedings, 
would have been given the right by the Federal court to a perma- 
nent title to this property containing the cemetery. 

I think the committee is familiar with other cases where cemeteries 
are involved. And you know the delicate situation that that brings 
forth, and the many careful provisions that the Government takes with 
regard to land whereon there is a cemetery. 

I appreciate very much that the committee is here. 

One of the persons who has an interest in this property as a former 
coowner is Mr. Charles Delaney, and he has a statement that he would 
like to give to you. I think that he can give you in detail many of the 
facts that I have glossed over. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonrs. Thank you, Congressman McSween. We will be glad 
to hear from Mr. Delaney now. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES FRANKLIN DELANEY, JR. 


Mr. De.aney. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I am most grateful to have this opportunity to testify on behalf of 
my mother, Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney, and my two brothers, 
Jack and James Scott. 

I am very regretful that it was not possible to have my mother 
appear along with my two brothers but my mother is at present in the 
hospital, the Baptist Hospital, in New Orleans at this time. Sol 
am here at my own expense to present this case of what we feel, 
and have felt for years, is an extreme injustice done our family b 
the U.S. Government following the completion of World War i 
emergency. 

We have for over 11 years tried to correct this injustice without 
success. H.R. 2953 and S. 6 will, if given favorable action, correct 
the injustice done my family. Countless hours and great expense 
have gone into our efforts to regain our property. 

I am aware of the fact that the U.S. Forest Service, Department 
of Agriculture, is involved in this case. And, of course, their side of 
the case will be presented to you no doubt this morning. 

I would like to say at this time, just as a matter of information, 
that I myself am now a professional forester and I have an intense 
interest in all forestry efforts, not only those of Louisiana but of this 
Nation. 
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My father started the first pine tree nursery in Louisiana, He and 
Mr. Harter, I believe you will learn if you go into Louisiana forest 
history, are Pee I am proud to say, for the forestry program, 
not only in the State of Louisiana but, perhaps, over the South, 

At this time I am going to give you some of the details of this case 
and request that you give them your earnest consideration. 

This land was acquired by the War Department in the fall of 1941 
only after threats of condemnation seoreeenens for use as a safety 
gone for rifle range, Camp Claiborne, La. 

This land was not willingly sold to the War Department. 

My mother was contacted by two officers of the Quartermaster Corps 
of the U.S. Army 2 months following my father’s death, July 12, 
1940, and at that time they told my mother that this property, these 
160 acres, which had been in my family for over 100 years, was neces- 
sary in the national interest as a rifle range, a safety zone for Camp 
Claiborne, La. 

They further told her that failure to secure the land for the United 
States of America would result in condemnation proceedings to sell 
it tothe United States. 

My mother at that time begged the War Department officials to 
lease and have full use of this property for use in the war emergency 
so that the property would not change title to the United States of 
America. However, the two Quartermaster Corps officers, whose 
names the Department of Defense states they cannot find in the rec- 
ords—they state they cannot find the names in the records, that is, 
of any officers or officials involved in land acquisition, which I really 
cannot understand—these officers stated that the War Department’s 
policy at that time would not permit the leasing of land for war pur- 
poses in this instance and that the title of the land would necessarily 
have to pass to the United States of America. 

At that time no action was taken. Several months later—in fact 
about 6 months later—it looked like—in fact we had thought that 
probably the land would not be needed—the officers came back again 
and stated that the land definitely was needed and that the property 
had to be acquired. And at that time they drew up tutorship pro- 
ceedings, because of the fact that my two brothers and myself were 
minor children at the time—I was 12, Jack was 10, and Jimmy was 
8—they drew up the tutorship proceedings of which I have a copy, and 
which I would like to read a portion of to you. 

It states that the said minors are the owners of certain undivided 
interests in and to the following described property; to wit, a certain 
piece, parcel, or lot of ground located in the parish of Rapides, State 
of Louisiana, and being more particularly described as the south half 
of the northeast one-quarter and the north half of the southeast one- 
quarter of section 8, township 2, north range 2, west, Louisiana merid- 
lan, containing 160 acres, more or less together with all buildings and 
Improvements thereon, and all rights, ways, and privileges thereto 
belonging. 

It goes on to state that the United States of America is desirous 
of purchasing this entire tract of land above described for the sum 
of $2,500 cash, that this sum represents a cash consideration to each 
of the said minors of $416.66 for the transfer of an undivided one- 
sixth interest each of the said minors. 


Fr 
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It goes on here to state that the property had been appraised jp 
these proceedings as having an actual cash value of $800, said appraise. 
ment having been made on August 9, 1940, by two appraisers ap- 
pointed by this honorable court. 

Gentlemen, I would like to touch on that one statement right there 

In Louisiana, as Congressman McSween can tell you—I am sorry. 
I will correct myself—I refer to these as condemnation proceedings~ 
these are the tutorship proceedings that I am quoting from. I would 
like to bring out a point from the paragraph that I just read, in Louj- 
siana, as Congressman McSween certainly will tell you, land in Lop. 
isiana is appraised on the assessment rolls, not up to its rea] value: 
it is only appraised at a fraction of its real value. Is that not right! 

Mr. McSween. That is correct. 

Mr. Devaney. That land on the assessment rolls was appraised at 
$5 per acre. So, therefore, that is where the United States of Amer- 
ica got the figure of $800 which they used in these tutorship proceed- 
ings as the value of the property. 

I would like to state here that these proceedings were drawn up by 
representatives of the Service, of the War Department. The lawyer 
that was working with them drew up these papers and brought them 
to my mother to have them signed. 

And it states here, pursuant to an order of this honorable court, 
dated August 9, 1940, your petitioner has already sold all of the timber 
on the said property for the sum of $800 cash. 

Gentlemen, I am a professional forester at this time and I state this 
to you as a professional forester: The timber that is on that tract 
now ranges over 40 acres of it in poles and other materia] and is 40 to 
60 years of age. 

The reason that I point that out is that some timber was sold off 
the property in 1940, to be exact, August 8, of 1940, a month after 
my father’s death to help pay off some claims, some debts. But all of 
the timber was not sold off of that property, or else that property 
would have far less value now than the Forest Service stated in the 
adverse report, because they have not planted any trees. They have 
added no seedlings. They have added nothing to the property. 

So this statement in the tutorship proceedings that they drew up, 
to say the least, is inaccurate. 

I would like to read this next paragraph: It is believed that it is to 
the advantage of the said minors to sell their undivided interest in 
the said property at private sale to the United States of America 
on the price and terms above set forth for the reason that the said price 
is well in excess of the appraised value of said property and for the 
further reason that the property will be acquired by the United States 
of America through condemnation proceedings which would be costly 
to said minors unless a sale is made on the above terms. 

Gentlemen, I think that proves without question that the land was 
acquired by the United States by a threat of condemnation proceed- 
ings. It was acquired from my mother for a cash value of $2,500. 
That included the old house that was on the place as was pointed out 
here in the beginning. And the reason that the $2,500 figure was set— 
and I am sure that the U.S. Government did not intend to purchase 
it, and I know it is not the policy—was to try to purchase any land for 
less than its fair value. My mother stated that she would accept that 
sum in lieu of the fact that they promised—they told her at that time, 
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«Mrs. Delaney, after the war emergency is over the former owners 
will be given first option to repurchase this property.” 

For that reason, she did not contest the $2,500 evaluation. She was, 

arently, going to be able to buy it back anyway. She did not con- 
test the $2,500 evaluation. — 

I would like to point this out. I am not here to make any deroga- 
tory remarks about the U.S. Forest Service. I feel that it is one of 
the most efficient organizations in the Government. I do feel that the 
Forest Service, the Department of Agriculture, has been unfair in this 

rticular case, possibly through general policy. 

The family cemetery, as Congressman McSween pointed out, the old 
graveyard, has been there since the area was homesteaded and would 
not have been sold at any price had not condemnation proceedings 
heen threatened by the War Department because of the stated need 
in connection with the national emergency. 

The Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, tried to buy this 
property in the early 1930’s. At that time they were advised that the 
land was not for sale. The reason the Department of Agriculture 
tried to buy the property at that time, the U.S. Forest Service, was 
that the Kisatchie National Forest had its beginning in the 1930’s 
and at that time they were trying to block in their holdings in the 
Kisatchie National Forest and in particular this Evangeline division 
of that forest. 

Mr. Bass. May I interrupt? Is there any record of their making an 
attempt to purchase this land at that time ¢ 

Mr. Detanry. Sir, I imagine in their records there would be evi- 
dence, possibly. I doubt seriously—I know that we do not have a 
record—we have affidavits that we could get that confirm that. 

Mr. Bass. Does the Forest Service have the right of eminent domain 
under the law—I mean, can they condemn property themselves ? 

Mr. Detaney. I do not know the law on that, but I do not believe 
that it was the intent of the founders of the Forest. Service, nor the 
founders or the drafters of the Weeks law, to condemn land for acqui- 
sition for use in national forests or national forest purposes. 

Mr, Bass. I am not an attorney. What is the law? You do not 
think they have the legal right to do that ? 

Mr. Frorance. The Forest Service has authority to acquire land 
fornational forest purposes. 

Mr. Bass. By condemnation ? 

Mr. Frorance. It can under the law use the right of eminent do- 
main. It has not been the policy, except in very unusual cases, that 
weever had the Attorney General bring proceedings arbitrarily. Nor- 
mally, condemnation proceedings are used where the title is defective 
and for some reason it cannot be approved for purchase. 

Mr. Jones. I think the fact that there are private tracts within that 
forest, would indicate that they have not followed a policy of condem- 
nation, Do you say that would be a fair statement ? 

Mr. Fiorance. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr..Jones. You may proceed. 

Mr. Detanry. Thank you, Mr. Florance. 

The land was, in fact, as we pointed out, the Kisatchie National 
Forest boundary and adjoining other privately owned tracts which 
were not acquired for national forest purposes. 
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In 1947, Camp Claiborne, following completion of World War 7 
emergency, became surplus to the War Department and disposal was 
undertaken by the War Assets Administration through the Federa| 
land bank in New Orleans. The notice of sale of these lands for the 
Camp Claiborne area was handled by the Alexandria, La., offies 
known as the project office of the Federal Farm Credit Administration, 
under the adden land bank, with Mr. John B. Hickman in charge. , 

On receipt of the notice of sale we found that the following priorities 
were indicated : 

(1) Government agencies. 

(2) Reconstruction Finance Corporation for resale to small busi. 
ness. 

(3) State and local governments. 

(4) Former owners. 

That fourth priority shocked us, to say the least, in view of what 
representation had been made to us by officials securing the land for 
war purposes. 

The priority list went on to a total of eight priorities and next was 
tenants of former owners, veterans and spouse of, and children of 
deceased servicemen, owner operators, and nonprofit institutions, 

These priorities were set up under the Surplus Property Act, | 
found out later, that was drafted in 1944. 

The application, in the case of property acquired by the War De. 
partment, that is, land acquired, particularly the odd tracts, seems 
most unfortunate, and it is not my belief that it was the intent of the 
War Department, or the United States of America, to threaten con- 
demnation proceedings to acquire land needed for the war effort and 
then turn around and not let the former owner have first option to 
reacquire that property after its bemg no longer needed for that 
purpose. 

Mr. Bass. At the time that the War Department acquired title 
to this property, was it the law or the policy of the Government—in 
particular, I would like to know if it was the law that former owners 
would have first priority ? 

Mr. Deanery. I have some affidavits here that I would like to quote 
from, particularly one of them, I will try to answer your question 
before I quote, however. 


———— a 


From what I can find out, from information from the Department | 


of the Army, there was no provision in writing that the United States 
of America, or the War Department, rather in this case, would allow 
the former owner first option to repurchase the property. 

The War Department states that their records do not indicate that 
that policy was made. 

Mr. Bass. In this particular instance, are you talking about what 
was its general policy ? 

Mr. Devaney. That was the general policy. 

Mr. Bass. That the owners would not have priority ? 

Mr. Devaney. No, sir; that was not mentioned, sir, at the time of 
acquisition of these lands. It was promised at that time to the ir 


dividual owners that they would have a first option to be able to buy | 


the land back. I have affidavits to that effect. 

Mr. McSween. May I interrupt at this point, Mr. Bass? I have 
tried to run down that same inquiry. The best information I can find 
is that this Surplus Property Act was not in existence at the time of 
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the acquisition of all of the property by the War Department, at the 

of the war, and that the Army, at that particular time, was 
in faith telling landowners that it was its policy to sell the land 
hack to. the landowner when no longer needed by the Government. 
That was without authority of law. 

As you know, Army policy is subject to change. 

Mr. Bass. There was no law ? 

Mr. McSween. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Bass. That is, establishing that as the policy ? 

Mr. McSween. That is my mformation. 

Mr. Bass. Do bp know it as a fact that other property owners in 
this area, or in the country generally, were given to understand that 
when property was taken for emergency purposes that the former 
owners would have the option to buy it back at the same price and 

forth ? 

Or. McSween. Asa matter of fact, I am personally acquainted with 
numerous similar situations where similar representations were made. 
Asa matter of fact, as you know in my area of Louisiana, surround- 
ing Alexandria 

Vir Bass. Iam very familiar with that section. 

Mr. McSween. You were stationed there. We had Camp Clai- 
borne to the south, Camp Livingston 

Mr. Bass. And the Alexandria Airbase. 

Mr. McSween. That was right there in town. We were very in- 
terested in cooperating with the Government to provide the property 
that it needed. And private citizens at their own expense and on 
their own time did a lot of this legwork and got into this business of 
helping the Army and the Government to acquire this property. And 
they were parties to many of these representations that, after the war 
isover, this property will be returned. 

Mr. Bass. The reason I am asking these questions is that I can see 
that this would probably involve a great deal more than just the 
return of the said parcel that we are talking about here, because I 
feel quite sure that if this bill were passed—if we were to pass this 
bill I can foresee the possibility of a great number of these same kind 
of cases coming before the Congress. 

Also, I can understand the right of the owner in feeling that an 
injustice was performed in the taking of the land. Consequently, the 
failure to return to the former owner this property as per the promise, 
so to speak. If the Surplus Disposal Act was passed subsequent to 
that, 1944, it seems to me that we have a situation of ex post facto in- 
volved in not offering for sale these properties back to the former 
owners. 

But this involves, Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, a great deal more 
than just one parcel of land. It involves, probably, a broad policy 
that would bring about some consequences all over the United States 
in certain cases of this type. That was the reason I wanted all of 
these facts in the record about not just this particular instance, but 
in the broad area involving these types of cases. 

Mr. Jones. Let Mr. Delaney finish his statement with regard to this 
and then we will have the Department speak on this subject. 

Mr. Deanery. I certainly appreciate your interest and the questions 
and so forth. 


42460—59—_ 8 
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I would like to quote verbatim, in regard to Congressman Bagg! 
—e a statement that would have reference to what you just dis 
cussed : 


I, Charles J. Greene, Jr., a resident of Calcasieu, La., do hereby affirm that 
served on the land appraisal jury, Alexandria, Rapides Parish, La., which i 
proved the appraisal values of the land acquired by the War Department, Unites 
States of America, for use during the World War II emergency. In all cages 
to my knowledge, the Government authorities and the presiding judge gave 
the jury, to understand that the landowners from whom the land was ” 
acquired would be given first priority to repurchase their land after the need 
for the national defense purposes was completed. 

Further, we were given to understand, and landowners were told, that the 
land would be reconveyed to the former owners after the emergency in all Cases 
at the same price which the War Department paid for the property, except in 
cases where damages were done, the land would be sold back to former owners 
for their original acquisition cost to the War Department less the damages done 
the property by the War Department. 

For the above reasons, I most sincerely urge that the Congress of the United 
States take appropriate and favorable action to correct the injustice done Mrs 
Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her children wherein the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture holds their 160 acres of land acquired by the War Department for 
use during the World War II emergency. 

Favorable action on Senate bill 6 and H.R. 2953 will correct the unforttnate 
situation of injustice done the Delaney family in connection with the Camp 
Claiborne training area purchase of 1941. 


Mr. Greene served as a member of the land appraisal jury and he 
has a clear knowledge of what happened at that time. 

The next is an affidavit in regard to the same matter testified to by 
Mr. Greene about the promises made by the War Department procure- 
ment officials. This man lived near this property, this old homestead 
of ours. The affidavit is as follows: 


I, R. Mason Smith, age 64, a citizen of Woodworth, Rapides Parish, La., do 
hereby swear and affirm that I have knowledge of the manner of the War De. 
partment land acquisition carried out by the Government in connection with 
the establishment of, specifically, Camp Claiborne, La., a World War IT military 
installation. 

I know that the War Department officials procuring the land and the attorney 
of Alexandria, La., now deceased, who was assisting in the matter, Mr. James R, 
Eubank, Rapides Parish, made verbal statements to the landowners that they 
would be given first option to regain possession of their land, after no longer 
needed by the War Department in connection with the national emergency, 
at the same price paid by the Government for the land. 

This acquisition for Camp Claiborne, La., was carried out during the period 
1940-41, beginning in the late summer of 1940. 

After the end of World War II emergency when Camp Claiborne was no 
longer needed by the War Department, the Government failed to keep the 
promise to allow the former owners to regain possession of their land, and, 
instead of the former owners being given first priority, the Federal agency, 
Department of Agriculture, was given first priority and the former owners were 
given fourth priority. The U.S. Department exercised its first priority and now 
holds the land. 

I know that extreme injustice was done in this matter wherein the promises 
of the Government land procurement officials were not kept. I do not under- 
stand why the law permitted such an unjust situation to happen. 

I urge passage of Senate bill 6 and H.R. 2953. 


And this affidavit is notarized and signed “R. Mason Smith,” of 
Rapides Parish, La. 

I quoted those affidavits to show you that I do not want you to 
take the word of only my family that we were promised the land 
back, but of people who had direct connection with the acquisition 
by the War Department of the property. 

Mr. Jones. Is Mr. Eubank still living in that area now? 
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Mr. De.aney. Mr. Chairman, Mr. James R. Eubank referred to 
herein, as was pointed out, was a relatively young man and had a 
severe heart attack just after the war. He is deceased at this time. 
‘Mr, McSwxen. That gentleman, subsequently, became associated 
with me in the practice of law, and, as the witness said, he died in 
1962 at the age of 37. We have no way of bringing to you his under- 
sanding, except in this manner. 

Mr. Jonzs. Very well. 

Mr. Devaney. Mr. James R. Eubank, I might point out, I know 
was an honorable man. He made those promises, and in his opinion, 
Tam sure, in the best faith for the United States of America.. It was 
his opinion, I know. I know that. he did not try to misrepresent the 
facts when he promised the people that they would beable; and us 
that we would be able, to reacquire the land. He did that in good 
faith, thinking that the privilege for which the land was bein 
acquired—namely, the war emergency—after it was no longer need 
the former owner would be given first priority to reacquire that 

roperty. 

: Mr. Tain In other words, Mr. Eubank was an attorney in Alex- 
andria at that time and participated in some of these proceedings in 
obtaining the purchase of land ? 

Mr. McSween. The Department of Justice at that time was over- 
burdened with many of these local legal problems, and they hired 
local attorneys to do specific work. 

Mr. Jones. This man, Mr. Smith, who made this affidavit, is he 
living in that area now ? 

Mr. Detaney. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Is he a landowner in that area? 

Mr. Detaney. Yes, sir; he is. 

Mr, Jones. Has he sold any land to the Government for the same 
purpose ? 

Mr. Devaney. No; his mother did. 

Mr. Jones. Have they obtained the return of any of their land? 

Mr. Detaney. No, sir; they have not. I asked him that question 
when he gave this affidavit and he said: 

Mr. Delaney, my mother sold the tract under similar conditions. It was just 
a very small tract. My mother got such a price, so high, that she would not 
want to buy that particular tract back. Therefore, we have no interest. 

That was his statement to me. 

Mr. Jones. Very well. You are going to file this complete state- 
ment. I take it? We have been moving along a little slower than I had 
hoped, since we have other bills to take up. 

Are there any other pertinent facts that you want to get into the 
record in addition to your statement that you are going to file here? 
(The entire statement of Mr. Charles Franklin Delaney is as fol- 
ows: 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. DELANEY, JR. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subeommittee, I am most grateful to have 
this opportunity to testify on behalf of my mother, Mrs. Sophronia Smiley 
Delaney, and my two brothers, Jack and James Scott, on a case of extreme in- 
justice which was done our family by the U.S. Government following completion 
of the World War II emergency. 

We have for over 11 years tried to correct this injustice without success. H.R. 
2953 and S. 6 will, if given favorable action, correct the injustice done my family. 
Countless hours and great expense have gone into our efforts to regain our 
property. 
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This land was acquired by the War Department in the fall of 1941, only g 
threats of condemnation proceedings, for use as a safety zone for rifle ra 
Claiborne, La. The land was not willingly sold to the War Department’ a 
threat of condemnation proceedings is contained in the tutorship p Pil 
which were required because my father had died a few months previous, |¢ 
my mother and three minor children, Jack, age 11, Jimmie, age 9, and Ch 
age 13, My mother had begged the Quartermaster Corps officers to lea 
than force the sale of the land, but they refused to do so, stating that this 
impossible because of the War Department procurement policy and regulati 
The officers stated that if we did not fight the condemnation proceedings * 
would sell the land willingly, that after the national emergency was over the 
land would either be given back or sold back for the original acquisition 
less damages. They also stated that, to show good faith, all the oil and mi 
rights could be reserved and were good forever, but could not be exploited 
developed without permission of the War Department. i 

The family cemetery is on this place and would not have been sold at any 
price had not condemnation proceedings been threatened by the War Department 
because of the stated need in connection with the national emergency, 

The Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, tried to buy this property in 
the early 1930’s. At that time they were advised that the land was not for 
sale. (The land was inside the Kisatchie National Forest purchase boun 
and adjoining other privately owned tracts which they also tried without success 
to acquire. ) 

In 1947 Camp Claiborne became surplus to the War Department and disposal 
was undertaken by the War Assets Administration through the Federal land 
bank, New Orleans. The notice of sale of these lands for the Camp Claiborne 
area was handled by the Alexandria, La., project office with Mr. John D. Hick. 
man in charge. On receipt of the notice of sale we found that the following 
priorities were indicated : 

. Government agencies. 

Reconstruction Finance Corp., for resale to small business. 

. State and local governments. 

Former owners. 

Tenants of former owners. 

Veterans and spouse of and children of deceased servicemen. 

Owner operators. 

. Nonprofit institutions. 

It is truly amazing that former owners were placed fourth on the priority list 
to repurchase their lands, even in spite of the purpose for which the lands were 
purchased by the War Department, and in spite of the manner in which they 
went about it: threatening condemnation proceedings, and otherwise forcing the 
sale from private ownership to the Government. 

On finding that we were fourth on the priority list to repurchase our land, 
my mother immediately contacted Mr. John D. Hickman, the project manager 
for Rapides Parish, and he advised that the notice of sale was according to 
law and that my mother would have to wait and see if the higher priority holders 
would decline to exercise their priority within the allotted time. 

Several days later my mother again contacted Mr. Hickman and he advised 
that the U.S. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, had exerc'sed their 
first priority and that he was very sorry. We had just been the victim of an 
apparently selfish landgrab by the Federal Government which had been unsuc- 
cessful to procure the land prior to the forceful threat of condemnation proceed- 
ings by the War Department. The Department of Agriculture discounted the 
reason and method by which and through which the land had been procured for 
use during the World War II emergency. This type of action causes loyal citizens 
to lose faith in the Government. 

Unknown to Mr. Hickman of the Alexandria office, Federal land bank project 
office, or to us (at the time), people who were placed in the same unfortunate 
and unjust position in the War Department land acquisition and disposal deal, 
also within the Kisatchie National Forest purchase boundary; namely, the 
Breezy Hill Artillery Range Area, received the identical same notice of sale 
showing the same priorities; i.e., Government agencies first priority with the 
former owners listed fourth to repurchase their lands which had been acquired 
by the War Department also for use in the World War II emergency. The 
deeds read the same (exactly) and the same promise (verbal) to return the 
land to original owners after need for the national emergency was over. On- 
the-ground proof exists as to just how and why the people in that area were 
successful in repurchasing their land in spite of the first priority granted the 
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_ government and-in spite of the fact that most-of.thisand was forest land by 
a most tracts being completely surrounded -by;national forest lands. 
What actually happened was that several influential citizens who were per- 
affected by virtue of having land involved, took the initiative and called 
a meeting of the landowners involved at Colfax, La., and formed a protest group 
of very angry citizens whom had received the notice or sale giving them fourth 
ority as former owners of the land. This group pressnre was instrumental in 
ng former Congressman Leonard Allen (Congressman at the time) to per- 
suade the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, to relinquish their intended 
effort to acquire the property of the above noted landowners. 

The deeds in our case read exactly the same as those deeds above to the United 
States and the land was resold to the original and former owners for the exact 
rice the land was acquired by the War Department with the only exception 
peing that some of the land was returned for the original price the Government 
pad paid, less damages claimed done the land by the War Department. I havea 

rtial list of these landowners and all of them indicate that they would be very 
happy to testify on the injustice almost imposed on them wherein the Department 
of Agriculture, Forest Service, tried to exercise the first priority granted them 
and acquire their land since it was within the purchase boundary of Kisatchie 
National Forest and many of the tracts completely surrounded by National Forest 
Jand at the time. 

An adverse report from the Department of Agriculture indicates that the 
property in question was appraised in 1957 as being worth $15,000, only 9 years 
and a few months after acquisition by the Forest Service, Department of Agri- 
culture. In view of the fact that the Forest Service has planted no trees, added 
absolutely nothing to the property and the only significant action has been a 
timber harvest by the Department which netted a nice financial return, I would 
say that the Forest Service has been adequately compensated for any adminis- 
trative or other expense which they might claim in connection with the holding 
and management of this property since acquisition by that agency. Other lands 
procured by the War Department for this same World War II emergency were 
returned at the time of the Department of Agriculture, Forest Service acquisition 
of this property at the actual acquisition cost to the War Deparment of the 
United States. Therefore if the Government had kept its promise in 1947, the 
same procedure would have been followed in our case. 

The Department of Agriculture does not care to consider the fact that avail- 
able evidence exists showing continuous effort on the part of my family since 
1947 to correct the injustice imposed by the Government in disposal of the 
property. This seems to be conclusive proof that the Department of Agriculture 
has 2 selfish interest rather than in interest in seeing justice done in this case. 
It would be interesting to show that amount of funds transferred from the De- 
partment of Agriculture to the War Department in connection with acquisition by 
that agency in the latter part of 1947. I am sure that it was transferred to that 
agency at the acquisition cost to he Government (War Department) as repre- 
sented by the purchase price in the fall of 1941 since the War Department re- 
sold similar tracts to the original owners at that same acquisition cost as and 
at the time declared surplus to the needs of the War Department. 

I do not feel that the financial aspects should have a bearing on this case, 
however, I am a professional forester and in addition some of the most skilled 
and highly recognized foresters in Louisiana have offered to assist in preparing 
a scientifically accurate regression analysis and projection analysis so as to 
accurately appraise the property for past, present, and future consideration, if 
your committee feels that this has a bearing on the case. 

The adverse report from the Department of Agriculture is false. 

There is, contrary to the adverse report by the Department of Agriculture, 
definitely an 80-acre tract in the same section, township, and range and ad- 
joining the southwest corner of our 160-acre tract in question—the aforemen- 
tioned tract is in private ownership—owner Roy O. Martin. Therefore the land 
within the Wildlife Management Area is not all public land as indicated by the 
Department of Agriculture report to you. This Wildlife Management Area is 
the result of a State-Federal agreement whereby the Louisiana Wildlife and 
Fisheries Commission carries out the wildlife management program on this area 
of the Kisatchie National Forest. There would be no change in this should the 
land return to our ownershin—the same procedure as the Martin tract would 
be followed. 

The above noted erroneous information by the Department of Agriculture 
may have been due to lack of knowledge in the matter of the private land ad- 
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joining the tract of land in question, however, the submission of such informa. 
tion as that in an adverse report affecting and having possible bearing on gyq, 
an important matter is almost inexcusable. 

The Department of Agriculture tries to stand behind the wording “the 
of this tract to private ownership would be detrimental to the most efficient 
administration of the area and such transfer would unnecessarily complicate 
increase the cost of the administration of the area for multiple publi¢ ge 
benefits.” In other words, private ownership should not exist, in the opinion of 
the Department of Agriculture, not withstanding the injustice imposed on the 
former owner by its method of acquisition by taking advantage of the origing) 
forceful means of acquisition by the War Department. 

It is almost unthinkable that the Congress of the United States would alloy 
injustices of this type to stand uncorrected. 

I served the United States as a paratrooper during World War II from 1944 
until 1947, serving 19 months in the Pacific Theater of Operations only to returp 
home to find that the War Department had broken a promise and allowed the 
Forest Service to purchase the old home place. I again served this country 
during the Korean war, having been called to active duty from the Reserves, 
My youngest brother also served with the Marines during the Korean confli¢ 
and my other brother, Jack, served in the CIC, U.S. Army. I feel that we have 
served the United States as loyal citizens and that the Congress should see to it 
that the injustice which 8. 6 and H.R. 2953 would correct is given favorable 
action. 

I have also served the interests of forestry to the best of my ability and am 
proud to have received honorable mention for the Charles E. Dunbar Civil Service 
League Award as a result of my performance record with the Louisiana Forestry 
Commission. Two employees of the Louisiana Forestry Commission were nomi- 
nated for this first annual Charles E. Dunbar Award—Forest Ranger Alvin 
Smiley, Rapides Parish and myself. Ranger Smiley received one of the nine 
awards for his over 25 years of outstanding service to forestry and I received 
honorable mention. I point this out to you not for the purpose of bragging but 
to show that I certainly am aware of the forestry considerations of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture by virtue of service in the field. Forest Ranger Alvin Smiley, 
having been responsible for all forestry activities as related to privately owned 
lands as well as cooperative assistance rendered in fire detection and suppression 
on National forest land, is personally aware of the injustice in this case and has 
full knowledge of the injustice of the matter. His statement in the form of an 
affidavit is attached hereto. Mr. John D. Hickman who handled the notice of 
sale of the property declared surplus by the War Department in 1947 has 
advised that he will also substantiate the fact that my family tried to repurchase 
the land at that time—this and the files available should prove without question 
that continuous effort has been made since the War Department declared it sur- 
plus, to reacquire the property. 

I have made available to the subeommittee a brochure of facts, including affi- 
davits, and statements supporting this case. I do not ask that this material be 
incorporated into the printed records of the hearings in the event such are pre 
pared, but I do request that they be made a part of the committee files on this 
legislation and that the information supplied therein be made available to the 
Department of Agriculture and, of course, members of the subcommittee for their 
use and consideration. 

A list of the above mentioned materials are as follows: 


1. Affidavit—Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney, widow of the late Charles F. 
Delaney, Sr., deceased July 12, 1946, and mother of Charles, Jack, and 
Jimmie Delaney, former owner of land in question. 

2. Affidavit—Charles, Jr., Jack, and Jimmie Delaney, sons of above mentioned 
Mrs. Sophronia Delaney. 

3. Statement—Mr. John D. Hickman, project manager (1947) Rapides Parish 
office under Federal Land Bank of New Orleans which handled disposal of 
Camp Claiborne lands. 

4. Statement—Charles J. Greene, Jr., member of Rapides Parish Federal land 
appraisal jury, War Department land acquisition, World War II emer- 
gency. 

5. Affidavit—R. Mason Smith, citizen Rapides Parish, 64 years living in 

vicinity of Delaney land in question. 

. Affidavit—Alvin Smiley, forest ranger, Rapides Parish (winner of the first am 

nual Charles BE. Dunbar Civil Service Award, 1959, for outstanding service 

to field of forestry. 
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1. Affidavit—Luther Delaney, uncle and neighbor, lifelong citizen of Rapides 
Parish. 

g, Statement—James H. Kitchens, Jr., executive director, Louisiana Forestry 
Association (one of the most highly respected in the Nation). 

9, Statement—W. M. Palmer, assistant State forester, Louisiana Forestry Com- 
mission. 

10. Statement—Erin R. Gunter, chief, forest management, Louisiana Forestry 
Commission. 

11. Statement—H. D. Story, Jr., assistant chief, forest management, Louisiana 
Forestry Commission. 

12, Statement—W. C. Valentine, chief, forest protection, Louisiana Forestry 
Commission. 

18, Statement—Lonnie B. White, district forester, Louisiana Forestry Commis- 
sion, Monroe, La. : 

14. Statement—Hermon B. Williams, Sr., citizen, East Baton Rouge Parish, La. 

15, Statement—Conrad A. St. Romain, citizen, Hast Baton Rouge Parish, La. ; 
chief, forest accountant, Louisiana Forestry Commission. 

16, Statement—Howell C. Cobb, citizen, Rapides Parish, La., president, American 
Pine Seed Co., and former forest superintendent, Louisiana Forestry Com- 
mission, Woodworth, Rapides Parish, La. 

17, Statement—Luther Allen, citizen, Rapides Parish, La. 

18. Statement—John H. Greene, district forester, Louisiana Forestry Commis- 
sion, Olla, La. 

19. Statement—Edward C. Cordon, citizen, Rapides Parish, La. 

90, Statement—Charles H. Jeter, former chairman, Louisiana Forestry Com- 
mission, who has been one of the top forestry officials in the Nation for 
years. 

91, Statement—W. H. Kilpatrick, chairman, Louisiana Forestry Commission. 

9, Letter--James E. Mixon, State forester (director of the Louisiana Forestry 
Commission and one of the most outstanding and highly recognized pro- 
fessional foresters in the Nation). 

98. Letter—Cameron ©. Minard, district attorney, 28th judicial district, Louis- 
iana, who has personal knowledge of case. 

#4, List—Lands acquired by War Department and returned after protest by 
group action of former owners. Land returned for same price as War 
Department paid for it and in some cases less where damages done while 
in their ownership. 

5. Letter—J. H. Michaelis, major general, Chief, Legislative Liaison, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

26. Letter—A. M. Jacoby, colonel, Corps of Engineers, Little Rock, Ark. 

27, Letter—General Services Administration, 1951, one of many letters written 
on this case. 

2%. Official map—Showing Delaney land, private land adjoining, and Kisatchie 
National Forest ownership. 

29, Official map—Showing Breezy Hill artillery range area where land returned 
to former owners after protest as a group—relationship to Kisatchie Na- 
tional Forest ownership shown. 


ALEXANDRIA NATIONAL FARM LOAN ASSOCIATION, 
Alexandria, La., May 15, 1959. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I, John W. Richman, do hereby certify that I was the project manager of the 
Rapides Parish office under the Federal Land Bank of New Orleans which 
handled the disposal of the surplus land acquired by the War Department of the 
United States for use in connection with Camp Claiborne, La. 

The purpose of this statement is to substantiate the affidavit of Mrs. Sophronia 
Smiley Delaney wherein she states that she contacted me immediately upon 
receiving the notice of sale of surplus property which had been mailed listing 
former owners as having fourth priority. I told Mrs. Delaney, as stated in her 
ifidavit, that the priorties as set up by the surplus property law gave the 
Federal Government first priority, State and local governments second priority, 
and former owners fourth priority and that if the Federal and the State and 
local governments did not exercise the priorities granted them, she as former’ 
Owner could then exercise her rights to repurchase her property. 











20 REAL PROPERTY (AND LAND) TRANSFERS 


The Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, did exercise its first 
priority immediately and purchased the Delaney property from the War De 
partment through the Federal land bank under applicable provisions, 

The above statement is-true: and, correct to: the: best of my. knowledge and 


belief. i aie 
Joun W. Ricowmay 
Witness : = ‘ 
ELoIse KENNEDY. 
May 16, 1959, 


To Whom It May Concern: 


I, Charles J. Greene, Jr., a resident of Colfax, La., do hereby affirm that 1 
served on the land appraisal jury, Alexandria, Rapides Parish, La., which q 
proved appraisal values of the land acquired by the War Department, Uniteq 
Seates of America, for use during the World War II national emergency, 

In all cases the Government authorities and the presiding judge gave us, the 
jury, to understand that the landowners from whom the land was being acquired 
would be given first priority to repurchase their land after the need for national 
defense purposes was completed. Further, we were given to understand and 
landowners were told that the land would be reconveyed to the former owners 
after the emergency in all cases at the same price which the War De 
paid for the property, except in cases where damages done the land while ip 
War Department ownership, which land would be sold back to the former owners 
for their original acquisition cost to the War Department less the damages done 
the property by the War Department. 

For the above reasons I most sincerely urge that the Congress of the United 
States take appropriate and favorable action to correct the injustice done Mrs, 
Sophrinia Smiley Delaney and her children, wherein the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture holds their 160 acres of land, acquired by the War Department for 
use during World War II emergency. 

Favorable action on Senate bill 6 and H.R. 2953 will correct a long overdue 
unfortunate situation of injustice done the Delaney family in connection with 
the Camp Claiborne training area purchase of 1941. 

CHARLES J. GREENE, Jr,, 
Grant Parish, Colfaa, La. 
Witness: 
C. D. Peters, Jr. 
Witness: 
E. P. Condon. 
AFFIDAVIT 


I, R. Mason Smith, age 64, a lifelong citizen of Woodworth, Rapides Parish, 
La., do hereby swear and/or affirm that I have a thorough knowledge of the 
manner of the War Department land acquisition as carried out by the Goy- 
ernment in connection with the estiblishment of Camp Claiborne, La., a World 
War II military installation. 

I know that the War Department officials procuring the land and the attorney 
of Alexandria, La., now deceased, who was assisting in the matter, Mr. James 
R. Eubank, Rapides Parish, made verbal statements to the landowners that 
they would be given first option to regain possession of their land after no 
longer needed by the War Department in connection with the national emer- 
gency at the same price paid by the Government for the land. This land ac 
quisition for Camp Claiborne, La., was carried out during the period 1940 and 
1941 beginning in the late summer of 1940. 

After the end of the World War II emergency when Camp Claiborne was n0 
longer needed by the War Department the Government failed to keep the pro 
mise to allow the former owners to regain possession of their lands and instead 
of the former owners being given first priority the Federal agency, Department 
of Agriculture, was given first priority and the former owners were given fourth 
priority. The U.S. department exercised its first priority and now holds the 
land. 
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. [ know that extreme injustice was done in this matter wherein the promises 
the Government land procurement officials were not kept. I do not under- 
why the law permitted such an unjust situation to happen. I urge passage 
of Senate bill 6 and H. R. 2953. 
R. Mason SMirH, 
Woodworth, La., Rapides Parish. 
Witness : Charlie R. Monk. 
Witness : R. D. Smith. 
Subscribed to before me this 16th day of May 1959. 


[seal] 


AFFIDAVIT 


I, Alvin Smiley, forest ranger, Rapides Parish, La., do hereby swear and/or 
afirm that the following information contained herein is true and correct to the 
pest of my knowledge and belief: 

As forest ranger of Rapides Parish, La., I am the supervisor of all forestry 
activities as related to privately owned lands within the boundaries of Rapides 
Parish, La., and am responsible for all forest fire detection and suppression activi- 
ties on not only all privately owned timberlands but also cooperatively on 
Kisatehie National Forest lands located within the boundaries of Rapides 
Parish, La. 

I have been employed in my position for over 25 years and am thoroughly 
familar with the forestry and related activities throughout this parish and 
surrounding area. 

Iam familiar with the War Department procurement of 160 acres of land, 
a homestead, legally described as south half of northeast quarter and north half 
of southeast quarter, section 8, Township 2 north, range 2 west, Louisiana meri- 
dian, Rapides Parish, La., in connection with the establishment of Camp Clai- 
porne, La., a World War II military installation. I have personal knowledge 
of the fact that this land was acquired from Mrs. Sophronia Delaney and sons, 
Charles, Jr., Jack, and Jimmie Scott, and that this land was acquired by the 
War Department only after threats of condemnation proceedings and that at 
the time she was a widow with three minor children, having lost her husband 
July 12, 1940. This property was a family homestead and contains the family 
cemetery. I also know that Mrs. Delaney tried in vain to reacquire this property 
when advised that it was surplus to the War Department in 1947 only to find 
that former owners were fourth on the list of priority holders eligible to re- 
purchase the land. Mrs. Delaney and her sons have exerted continuous efforts 
to reacquire this property since the time it was declared surplus to the War 
Department in 1947. 

In the performance of my fire protection responsibilities, I have occasion to 
periodically visit the area of Kisatchie National Forest where this land is lo- 
cated as other privately owned timberland adjoins this tract. I am thoroughly 
aware of the fact that the U.S. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture has 
planted no trees on this property or otherwise added any improvements to the 
property, that approximately 60 acres of the tract is now and has needed ap- 
plication of forest management practices wherein the cull hardwood thereon 
should be removed and the area planted to pine seedlings as the area is a pine 
growing site—that the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, has benefitted 
financially from two timber harvests off this property since its acquisition in 
the fall of 19:17 thereby being well compensated for the little over 11 years which 
ithas held the property. The United States Forest Service personnel tore down 
the old house on this place soon after it acquired the property. 

Iam aware of the extreme injustice done the Delaney family in this matter 
and am prepared to do everything possible in seeing that this situation is cor- 
tected. In addition I strongly urge that the law wherein injustices of this nature 
are permitted to occur is revised at the earliest possible time so that similar sit- 
uations will not develop in the future. 

ALVIN SMILEY, 
Forest Ranger, Louisiana Forestry Commission, Rapides Parish, La. 


tee to and subscribed before me this 14th day of May 1959. 
SEAL] 5 caan : 
Notary Public. 
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Mr. Detanry. Mr. Chairman, the only other thing that I would like 
to say is that I am sorry I have taken up so much of your valuably 
time. 

I will present for the record copies of statements from all of the 
Forestry officials in Louisiana and the State of Louisiana, name} 
the chairman of the Louisiana Forestry Commission, the ” 
chairman and one of the outstanding forestry leaders in the Nation, 
Mr. Charles H. Jeter, the State forester oF Lochienee the assistant 
State forester of Louisiana, the chief of forest management of Louigi. 
ana. And I could name many, many others whose statements and 
affidavits I have, people who know the details in this case and who 
have urged that the Congress of the United States give favorable ac. 
tion to correct the injustice done my family. 

Mr. Jones. Before you leave,.I would like to ask about that one 
tract of land adjoining the 160 acres which is shown to be privately 
owned. Was that purchased by the Government at the same time 
that your tract of land was purchased ? 

Mr. Detaney. I am glad you asked me that because I failed to bring 
that point out. Those 80 acres, which adjoined the southwest corner 
of these 160 acres, the homestead, was owned by some Negroes—g 


Negro family. 

What happened in that case was that there were so many heirs 
involved that the War Department could never prove the title to that 
property to acquire it for the war emergency. The Negro heirs left 
the property. After the war emergency was over, the title was finally 
proved out by a private owner which is now in private ownership. 

Mr. McSween. I would just like to mention one thing at that point. 
It is rather a coincidence. One of the first cases I had when I started 
procticing law was in connection with representing some of those 

eirs to that piece of property. 

The man who owns this property now is Roy O. Martin. He isa 
friend of mine. 

What I am trying to tell you is that I helped that man to buy that 
property twice, because I represented those heirs. After he first 

ught it from the wrong people, he bought it from the proper owners. 
That property is now still in private hands. 

Mr. Jones. How about other tracts within that division that are 
indicated as being privately owned—were any of those acquired 
from the War Department at that time? 

Mr. Detaney. Let me point this out, those white areas that you 
see there on the map, within that same area are some in private owner- 


ship. State lands are not shown in green. Only the green areas that | 
indicate the Kisatchie National Forest lands. There are one or two | 
tracts of public domain left in that area. That is the white. There | 


was no private ownership of land by individuals in that area. 

Mr. Jones. What I am trying to get at is this: Are there any tracts 
of land within this Evangeline division of this Kisatchie National 
Forest that were purchased by the War Department and which have 
subsequently been returned to, or repurchased by, the former owners! 

Mr. Deanery. No, sir, there are not tracts that were returned to the 
former owners; that is, inside of the Kisatchie National Forest. 

There is one thing that was very unfortunate, I felt, on the partot 
the Department of Agriculture in rendering this adverse report, be 
cause I know that their adverse report will carry considerable weight 
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in the eyes of everyone. That is this fact: In the next to the last 
h in that report which points out that this tract liés within 
ai area of the Kisatchie National Forest. Let me read it: 

This tract is located well within a large acreage of almost solid national 
forest ownership in the Kisatchie National Forest. It is within an area of about 
15,000 acres within the forest administered as the Evangeline Wildlife Man- 
agement Area. Except for 200 acres owned by the State of Louisiana, all of 
this wildlife management area is owned by the United States. 

Gentlemen, that is a false statement. This private land adjoinin 
the southwest corner is in private ownership and I do not understan 


| why the U.S. Department of Agriculture would desire to make such 


a statement in an adverse report that was not accurate and having a 

ssible bearing on this case. 

Mr. Bass. What about ingress and egress to the property ? 

Mr. Devaney. I might point this out: The War Department of- 
ficials told my mother at that time that, as a further way they might 
show good faith, you might state in the transaction, she could reserve 


| qll the oil and mineral rights of this property, and that these rights 


were good forever. And the statement went on to read that these 
rights were not to be exploited or developed without written permis- 
sion of the War Department. And as I have learned since, that state- 
ment was accurate and those rights are good forever. We have all 
the oil and mineral rights on this property at this time. 

The road that you see through that property is what you referred to? 

Mr. Bass. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Detanry. There is an access road to the property. 

Mr. Bass. Is it a public road ? 

Mr. Devaney. We had a road into the property which we built our- 
selves. Since that time the Forest Service has done some work on 
the road and made it a little better road than it was at that time. 

Mr. Bass. It is a public road ? 

Mr. Detanry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bass. And it goes from other access into that particular part? 

Mr. Detanry. That is correct. 

Mr. Bass. When did your mother, as of course your guardian, make 
the first attempt to repurchase the property ? 

Mr. Deanery. I am glad you asked that, sir. I have an affidavit 
here from the man who handled the disposal of this land. He is 
living at this time in Alexandria, La., still working for the Federal—— 

Mr. McSween. He is secretary of the Alexandria Land Bank. 

Mr. Detanry. That is correct. Here is what he says: 

I, John Hickman, do hereby certify that I was the project manager of the 
Rapides Parish office of the Federal Land Bank of New Orleans which handled 
the disposal of the surplus land acquired by the War Department of the United 
States for use in connection with Camp Claiborne, La. The purpose of this 
statement is to substantiate the affidavit of Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney 
wherein she states that she contacted me immediately upon receiving a notice 
of sale of surplus property which had been mailed listing former owners as 
having fourth priority. 

I told Mrs. Delaney, as stated in her affidavit, that the priorities as set up by 
the surplus property law gave the Federal Goverment first priority, State and 
local governments second and third priorities, and former owners fourth, and- 
if the Federal and State and local governments did not exercise the priorities 
gtanted them, she, as a former owner, could then exercise her rights to repur- 
chase her property. 

The Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, did exercise its first 
priority immediately and purchased the land, the Delaney property, from the 
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War Department, through the Federal land bank under applicable provig; 
The above statement is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 


: > . E ‘ JOHN Hr 
Mr. Hickman is still there in Alexandria. aa 


Mr. Bass. That is all I have. 

Mr. Jonrs. Any questions, Mr. Jennings? 

Mr. JENNINGS. No questions. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions, Dr. Dixon ? 

Mr. Dixon. No questions. 

Mr. Detaney. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to have taken up so much 
of your time. I would like to file for the record of this committee g 
copy of the affidavits I have referred to and listed on my statement 
for the record, and for the consideration of anyone who may haye 
occasion to refer to them. 

Mr. Jonxs. Let me ask this now: You are going to present that 
same record when you appear before the Senate committee ? 

Mr. Detaney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I have been influenced by so much duplication of print- 
ing. If it will be printed over there, I do not see any necessity of 
printing it in these hearings here. I would like to have you file that 
with the committee and then we will see that it is printed in one or 
the other record. The committee will be glad to receive the affidavits, 

(The affidavits referred to will be found in the files of the com- 
mittee. ) 

(The following letters have been submitted to the subcommittee:) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
May 19, 1959. 
Hon. HAROLD CooLey, 
Chairman, House Agriculture Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Harorp: I understand that your committee has scheduled hearings on 
H.R. 2953, a bill for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States 
to Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons, for 10 a.m. tomorrow, May 20, 

In this connection I have rceived a telegram from Mr. W. H. Kilpatrick, chair. 
man of the Louisiana Forestry Commission, Jonesboro, La., from which I quote 
as follows: 

“I am personally acquainted with the contents of these measures which pro- 
vides for the reconveyance of 160 acres to the rightful ownership of the Delaney 
family said property having been acquired from Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney 
and her minor children by the War Department in 1941 because of national 
emergency and now held by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Implications 
at the time of the purchase by the War Department veils the transaction in what 
appears to be fraud and misrepresentation. The U.S. Government should cor- 
rect immediately the lack of good faith shown thus far. A failure to do so would 
represent a gross miscarriage of justice in my opinion. The Government has both 
moral and legal obligation to this Louisiana family. I am therefore asking that 
you place your wholehearted support behind this corrective legislation this 
week.” 

I would appreciate it if you would make Mr. Kilpatrick’s comments a part 
of the records of the hearings on this legislation. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, U.S. Senator. 


bu 
ST 


Ss! =. ale 


fil 
bi 


un 
po 


=. 


Co 


bill 
to] 
anc 


ron 
Sec 





uch 
8 a 
ent 
ave 


hat 


3 On 
ates 


air- 
uote 


pro- 
uney 
uney 


REAL PROPERTY (AND LAND) TRANSFERS 25 


Roy O. Martin LUMBER Co., INC., 
Alewvandria, La., May 19, 1959. 
r ALLEN J, ELLENDER, 
we Snot, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR ELLENDER: I have been contacted by Charlie Delaney, of Baton 
Rouge, asking for the support of the Senate bill No. 6 to allow him and his family 
to acquire their property from the Government which was seized back during the 
war for a gunnery range. I feel that it is tragic that Charlie and his family have 
not been able to get their land back when the Government was finished using it, 
although, they had been promised that they would get first chance at getting the 


jand back. f A ; 
I want to add my voice to the cry of protests against the attitude the Govern- 


ment has taken regarding this land use and I wish to commend your work 
in helping get this Senate bill No. 6 passed. 
Yours truly, 
NORMAN K. MArrTIN. 

Mr. Jones. Have you completed your statement now ? 

Mr. Detanry. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I have completed my state- 
ment. 

I want to say this is my first time in Washington, D.C., and, cer- 
tainly, the first time before the Congress of the United States. I cer- 
tainly appreciate the courtesy shown me here this morning. 

Mr. Jones. We are happy to have had you here. 

We have a representative of the Forestry Service here, Mr. 
Florance. 

Would you care to comment? 

I know that the Department has filed an adverse report on the bill, 
but I think that we would like to question you, if you will be available. 


STATEMENT OF REYNOLDS G. FLORANCE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
LEGISLATIVE REPORTING AND LIAISON ; ACCOMPANIED BY PAUL 
A. SWARTHOUT, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF LAND ADJUSTMENTS, 
U.S. FOREST SERVICE 


Mr. Frorance. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we 
filed with the committee this morning the department’s report on this 
bill recommending that it not be enacted. 

I do not think there is any need that I read the report at this time 
unless it is your wish that I do so. It is not a particularly long re- 
port. 

Mr. Jones. Let us read it and we will then have the adverse report 
in the record and then we can comment upon it. 

Mr. Fiorance. The report is dated May 20 addressed to Chairman 
Cooley : 

This is in reply to your request of May 12, 1959, for a report on H.R. 2953, a 
bill to provide for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States 
to Mrs. Sophronia Smiley Delaney and her sons. 

This department recommends that the bill not be enacted. 

H.R. 2953 would direct the Secretary of Agriculture to convey all right, title 
and jnterest of the Unjted States in and to the S44NE™% N14SE\ sec. 8, T. 2 N, 
R. 2 W, Louisiana meridian, containing 160 acres, more or less, to Mrs. Soph- 
ronia Smiley Delaney and her sons, Charles Franklin Delaney, Jr., Jimmie 


Scott Delaney, and Jack Richard Delaney, upon the payment by them of the 
sum of $2,500. 
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The land described in the bill was purchased from the Delaney family jp 
1941 for consideration of $2,500. It was acquired by the United States for use 
in connection with Camp Claiborne. Copies supplied to us of correspondence 
from the Department of the Army indicate that the records of that Department 
contained no evidence of any agreement or promise to permit the former owners 
to repurchase the lands after the war. The information available to this Depart. 
ment indicates that the purchase price paid by the United States for the land 
represented its full value. In 1946 the Army declared this and other tracts in 
the area surplus and in 1947 they were transferred to this Department at the 
estimated fair market value for administration as a part of the Kisatchie 
National Forest pursuant to the Weeks Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961), 
Since that time the value of this tract has increased and in 1957 it was es. 
timated to be worth approximately $15,000. 

This tract is located well within a large acreage of almost solid national forest 
ownership in the Kisatchie National Forest. It is within an area of about 
15,000 acres within the forest administered as the Evangeline Wildlife Manage. 
ment Area. Except for 200 acres owned by the State of Louisiana, all of this 
wildlife management area is owned by the United States. The transfer of this 
tract to private ownership would be detrimental to the most efficient administra. 
tion of the area. Such transfer would unnecessarily complicate and increase 
the cost of the administration of the area for multiple public benefits. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. PETERSON, Assistant Secretary, 

The question has been asked with reference to the accuracy of the 
statement in the last paragraph as to the solidity of the Government’s 
ownership in this area. I have here a map which I might bring up 
and show you. 

Mr. Jones. Are we talking about the same map? 

Mr. Frorance. This area right in here [indicating]. These lines 
here [indicating]. This is the tract in question, located there in see- 
tion 8 of that township. It would be this section right here, this 
quarter section [indicating]. 

Apparently that is the area that has been questioned as to its present 
ownership. 

The report that I have here from the regional forester, who sub- 
mitted this map, shows that these 80 acres, this 80-acre tract in ques- 
tion, to the southwest of the old Delaney place, is in State ownership 
along with these other sections colored in blue. 

Mr. Jones. That is where we have a discrepancy in the record. The 
map that Mr. McSween showed us said that the private tract was 
owned by Royal Martin. 

Mr. McSween. I can answer that statement. When I was clearing 
up that title, I found that taxes for some intervening years had not 
been paid. 

Mr. Jones. You contend that this land now is owned by Royal 
Martin? 

Mr. McSween. I believe there is no question about it. The State 
of Louisiana has no interest in the property. 

Mr. Jones. I think that is one thing that we do want to clear up. 
I think the Department would want to clear that and to check on 
that. 

Mr. Frorance. We will be happy to check into that. Our reports 
based on the information that came to us. 

Mr. McSween. It. was reasonable for them to assume that 1t was 
within the State. 
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Mr. Jones. Before you go back to your seat, let me ask you about 
these other white areas here. Are those lands that are owned by the 
State? ; art , 

Mr. Frorance. So far as our information is concerned, they are in 

rivate ownership. — 

Mr. Jones. Within that Evangeline division ? 

Mr. Fuorance. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know whether or not those tracts were acquired 
by the Government during the war or not? 

Mr. Frorance. No, sir; I have no information as to that. 

Mr. Jones. You have no information on that? 

Mr. Fuorance. No, sir. I might add that along with the former 
Delaney tract, these other tracts in red were, also, lands that the Army 
had acquired in this area and which were transferred over to the 
Forest Service after they were declared surplus by the Army. And 
it was that transfer that, in large measure, made this a solid block 
of Federal ownership. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know anything about the policy of the Depart- 
ment at the time that the War Department acquired the lands—the 
policy with respect to repurchase ? 

Mr. Frorance. The Department of Agriculture, of course, did not 
acquire these lands. It was the Army that acquired them. 

Mr. Jonres. Yes, I understand. 

Mr. FioraNnce. So far as any policy of having the lands go back 
to the former owners, I do not know that the Department of Agricul- 
ture had any policy on that or would really have had any occasion to 
establish a policy on it. I think that in general, as to areas outside of 
the national forest boundaries, the Department did not exercise its 
priority rights for national forest purposes. Those generally were 
exercised only with respect to areas within national forest boundaries. 

Mr. Jones. This land that we are speaking of now is forest land, is 
itnot, so far as you know ? 

Mr. Fiorance. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. You do not know the nature of the land or the improve- 
ments that have been made, or anything like that—you are not 
acquainted with that? 

Mr. Fiorance. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Of course, according to the report here, the transfer of 
the land would be detrimental to the most efficient administration of 
thearea. That is the basis on which the Department is rendering this 
adverse report ? 

Mr. Frorance. That is correct. And I might say that the Depart- 
ment has been concerned with the question of the precedence that this 
would set because we can understand quite sympathetically the desire 
of former owners in many instances to reacquire the lands that they 
had and that were either purchased or taken by the Government for 
military needs. 

The Government has and is still using many tracts of that category. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, you are concerned, not only with this 
particular tract, but the precedent that it might establish in the fact 
that others in a like situation might come in and avail themselves of 
the same relief that these people are seeking ? 
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Mr. Fuorancer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, Mr. Bass ? 

Mr. Bass. In your report you state that the fair value of this lang 
in 1941 was, apparently, $2,500, the purchase price, and the pregen; 
value of the property in 1959 is $15,000. That is six times more thay 
the fair value price according to your estimate in 1941. Is that y 
general thing that property in this area has gone up six times in valye 
or has the Department enhanced its value with certain things that 
you have done there ? ‘ 

Mr. Frorance. Possibly Mr. Swarthout can answer that better than 
Ican. He is in that particular line of work. 

Mr. Swartrnovut. Like Mr. Florance, I am not familiar with this 
tract, but the mere fact is that in Louisiana you place land under 
management and protection from fire and permit tree growth to grow 
naturally. And under managed conditions, it has rapidly enhanced 
the value of those lands, as the Congressman from Louisiana can tel] 
you. Lands have become increasingly valuable. 

Mr. Jenninos. Is the Forest Service cutting the timber off this 
land, or has it reaped any other benefits of a monetary nature from it! 

Mr. Swartuout. I cannot answer that, but I do not think we have. 
1 am not sure of that. 

Mr. Jenninos. If they have, would that not detract from the state- 
ment that you just made, the fact that they had the timber under 
proper management and that that had increased the value; I mean, 
if they had cut some timber off the land, would that not detract from 
the value of the land ? 

Mr. Swarrnovt. Clear timber cutting would reduce the capital 
value of the land, but this would not be true as to thinnings or light 
selective cutting. 

Mr. Detaney. If you do not mind, sir, I would like to make a 
comment there. As a professional forester and, also, in the affidavits 
that will be made a part of the record, the forest ranger of that parish 
has been there for 30 years and would substantiate the fact that poles 
and piling timber has been severed twice in the 11 years it has been 
held by the national forest ownership. Two 5-year cutting cyeles 
are covered. That is from this particular tract. 

Mr. Jenninos. Have any tree plantings or conservation practices 
been put into effect on this particular tract ? 

Mr. Detanry. There have been no trees planted—no trees planted 
on the area. The only overall management that the administration of 
the U.S. Forest Service has given this tract as with other tracts is 
general fire protection which is the joint responsibility of the forestry 
commission on private lands within these Forest Service boundaries. 
And that to my knowledge there is about 70 acres involved that are 
in need of timber stand improvement practices. And I realize that 
the U.S. Forest Service has a large acreage and they cannot get 
around to every acre for management processes, but some 65 acres, 
at least, should have cull hardwood removal and plant seedlings. 

Mr. Bass. During your father’s ownership did he put in seedlings 
and plant trees on the property ? 

Mr. Deraney. He did everything in his lifetime to further the 
forests. 

Mr. Bass. Did he plant seedlings—did he put out trees and so forth 
on the property ? 
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Mr. Devaney. There was none planted. It is just a natural repro- 
duction which is in effect the same measure. 

Mr. Bass. In your experience in the Forest Service have you had 
other cases similar to this arise? 

Mr. Fuorance. I do not recall any specific case that I can say is 
jmilar to this. We have had some other cases in which questions 
have been raised at a later date as to what the promises were that 
were made at the time the land had been acquired. 

Mr. Bass. Was your Department operating this management serv- 
ice in the area prior to the time that it was acquired by the Depart- 
ment of Defense ¢ 

Mr. Firorance. Yes, sir. I cannot tell you exactly how much land 
the Forest Service was administering there, but thé Kisatchie National 
Forest was established along in the early thirties. 

Mr. Bass. Did they own and manage the property adjacent to this 
property prior to the time that the said property was acquired by the 
Department of Defense ? 

Mr. Firorance. I cannot tell you whether they owned and were 
administering the specific tract adjacent to it. 

Mr. Bass, Do you know, Mr. Delaney ? 

Mr, Devaney. Sir, the tract in the southwest corner, you pointed 
out and discussed there, was in private ownership. 

Mr. Bass. But the rest of it around, that adjoined it; what about 
that ? 

Mr. Detanry. It was in Federal ownership. 

Mr. Bass. And was being administered and managed by the forestry 
department prior to the acquisition of this land by the Department of 
Defense 

Mr. Devaney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bass. And the Department of Agriculture had previously made 
an attempt to purchase this property from private ownership; had they 
not! 

Mr. Frorance. That is quite possible. I have no specific infor- 
mation on that. 

Mr, Bass. Would the records of the Department show that this 
management area was being efficiently managed and run for the bene- 
fit of the Forest Service prior to the acquisition of this land by the 
Defense Department ? 

Mr. Fiorance. Yes,sir;Ithinkso. AsI showed you on a little map 
awhile ago, the area that was in green there at the time the Forest 
Service took this area over in 1947 was all a part of the national forest 


and that was being administered. We were administering it. 


Mr. Bass. The Delaney property was not a part of it; it was not 
being administered by them ? 
Mr. Frorance. Not at that time. The Delaney property, along 


_ with the other property that was colored red on the map was taken 


over by the Forest Service from the War Assets Administration as sur- 
plus property. 

Mr. Bass. Prior to the time that you acquired the property, this 
management service was being efficiently operated without the De- 
partment having title to this particular tract of land; was it not? 

Mr. Frorance. Well, we think it was being managed as efficiently 
as it could be. We think it is better and more efficiently managed 
now in this solid ownership. As you can well understand, where 
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you have intermingled ownerships it makes boundary problems anq 
your other problems of administration greater. The more solid your 
ownership, the easier. 

Mr. Bass. Name one. 

Mr. Frorance. Well, it is simply the fact that here you are aq. 
ministering land—if you can operate a timber sale as a solid block it 
is far more efficiently operated than it is if you have to operate on ong 
forty and then skip over. 

Mr. Bass. Why ? 

Mr. Fiorance. It simplifies the task of logging. 

Mr. Bass. I have bought and sold logging lands. And T haye 
gotten from one farmer logging land here, and I could not buy from 
another one there. I operated within this area. And from the stand. 

oint of efficient sale of timber I could not see why if I had the whole 
nited States that I could sell it better than I could just by owning 
the State of Colorado. 

Mr. SwartHout. One of the problems in making timber sales js 
to be sure that you market timber on Government land. 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Mr. Swarruout. We must be careful about the land lines. 

Mr. Bass. I realize that. 

Mr. Swarruout. Every time you can eliminate an interior owner. 
ship we simplify that problem. 

Mr. Bass. You are talking like Mr. Jennings said—you sound like 
an old fellow down home. He did not want to own much pro rty— 
just all of that that adjoined him. I cannot see that the problem of 

oundaries and areas and land marking would make it so much simpler 
to sell off this timber. It does not seem to me that this would con- 
stitute a real problem, having had some experience working with my 
father who used to buy and sell timberland. I know that we have 
areas in the State of Tennessee—vast areas of timberland, culled tim- 
berland, and so forth—where there are no fences at all. I happened 
to be out on the range not long ago where an uncle of mine owns 2,300 
acres—160 acres here and 250 acres over here—and he sold some timber 
from it. It presented no particular problem. Some people owned 
timberland right in the middle of it. He owned all of it around there, 

You can find those areas. An engineer surveyor can find them with- 
out too much trouble. 

I am trying to find out exactly why you want the property other 
than just having the property and being able to stay, “It is in there.” 
Why does it make an efficient operation of the entire whole? 

Mr. Fiorance. The more solid your ownership—— 

Mr. Bass. It is more desirable; yes. 

Mr. Frorance. It is our feeling that your task of management is 
simplified in the whole process. 

Mr. Bass. We have some very good managers, haven’t we? 

Mr. Forance. We think so. 

Mr. Bass. They are smart boys? 

Mr. Fiorance. Yes. 

Mr. Bass. And well paid. They do a very good job; is that not 
right? Really, they can understand all of these areas. And when 
you get over on this boundary, over on the other side, they do not 

ave any fences over there, do they ? 

Mr. Fiorance. I cannot say what specific fences there are. 
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Mr. Bass. What I am trying to get at is, just why, other than just 
saying, “We have to have this little piece of property in here, we 
have it and we want to have it,” why there would be anything that 
would jeopardize efficient management of the entire area. 

Mr, SwartHour. There is one other aspect in the report. This being 
the wildlife management area, where special measures are taken for 
the preservation and protection and development of wildlife resources, 
it is, also, a very important thing that we not have intermingled private 
ownership in that area. 

Mr. Bass. That I can understand a little bit. That is a fair reason 
when you get into the wildlife management phase of it. This might 
be true that you would not want somebody in the middle of the wildlife 
area shooting ducks or something that is protected all the way 
around. I can understand that. But this reason does not seem very 
feasible to me. I will not belabor you with questions any further, 
except to state that I could see no particular reason why the sale of this 
property would contribute to the inefficient operation of it for manage- 
ment purposes. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any questions, Mr, Jennings? 

Mr. JenniNGS. Just one observation. You said that if this were 

assed, this bill, that it might pose similar problems with others who 
had similar cases. Well now, if this isa legitimate case and others have 
legitimate cases, then even if it does pose a problem that would not 
make it wrong, would it? 

Mr. Frorance. No, I did not mean to suggest that. 

Mr. JenniNGs. I just wanted to point that out, that two wrongs 
would not make one right. If this were wrong, and someone else had 
been done a wrong, perhaps it should be rectified, too. 

Mr. Frorance. That is correct. 

Mr. Jenninos. That is all. 

Mr. McSween. Would it be all right for me to ask a question? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. MoSween. I come from a district that has a great deal of 
property owned by the Forest Service. I have the highest regard for 
their operation. 

Notwithstanding—because you have used this reason—your objec- 
tion to this bill, the fact that this might bring up additional similar 
—, the Congress in its wisdom gave the Forest Service pretty 

igh priority and authority to acquire land. Congress gave you the 
right to acquire a great deal of it. And you did acquire surplus, many 
thousands of acres of land subsequent to World War II that were ori- 
ginally acquired by the Government for the purpose of doing war busi- 
ness. You have operated that and managed that property. 

If Congress would now in its wisdom decide that the interests of 
these former private owners is paramount to the interest of the Nation, 
do you mean to tell me that you would come in here and say—because 
we are human, too, and we are exercising the prerogative of human 
nature—we do not want to give up any of our property—is that not 
just about what your position is? 

Mr. Frorance. No, sir; I do not think it is quite that. We come here 
as the Federal administrators of this property to give you the best 
judgment and the best recommendation we can. Certainly, if the 
Congress feels as has been suggested here, that an injustice has been 
done, it is a matter that Congress should deal with. 
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We are simply saying that insofar as our investigation has been able 
to turn up there has been no evidence of any promises made by the 
Army. We have checked with the Department of the Army and that 
is the report that we have from them. So that we are simply giving 
to you the best information and recommendation we can. 

We, certainly, are not questioning the wisdom of the Congress, We 
would not do that. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Jennings has a question. 

Mr. Jenninos. I believe you stated that the forest department has 
no right of eminent domain. 

Mr. Friorance. It may exercise that right. 

Mr. Jennrnes. Have you—and if you do not know—will you sup. 
ply for the record—made an attempt to secure properties adjoining 
the former Delaney tract now owned by Roy O. Martin? 

Mr. Jones. That is the one that he said was owned by the State of 
Louisiana. 

Mr. Frorance. Just to be sure that we get it straight. 

Mr. Jennincs. The southwest tract there shown in white. Accord. 
ing to the reports supplied by your district engineer it is purported to 
be State-owned property. 

Mr. Fiorance. That is correct. 

Mr. Jenntnos. And is alleged to be privately owned property by 
Mr. Delaney, having been owned or is now owned by Roy O. Martin. 
Would you, also, for the record in clarifying the exact ownership 
ascertain whether or not you have made any effort to purchase or con- 
demn that particular tract of land? 

Mr. Frorance. I do not know whether you have that specific infor- 
mation now or not. 

Mr. Swarrnovt. I think that we can state categorically we never at- 
tempt tocondemn. That was never intended, that is, to acquire prop- 
erty by condemnation when the owners would not voluntarily sell. So 
far as making an offer of purchase, that might have been done, and 
no record made of it, because the ranger in the early days, in the 
thirties, contacted almost everyone in his district to see if they would 
want to sell their land. 

Mr. Jennrnos. I understand that. 

Mr. Swarrnovr. I think we can find cases of that kind. 

Mr. Jenntnos. If in fact that tract, supposed to be owned by Roy 
Q. Martin, is private ownership, would the Delaney tract then present 
any greater problem than this particular tract of land in your overall 
management of this division ? 

Mr. Frorance. Offhand, I would say “No.” I do not see why it 
should. 

Mr. Bass. Was it your opinion when you were a young boy, like I 
was, when World War II started, that this property was taken from 
private owners—was it your opinion that if the Federal Government, 
the Department of Defense got finished with it, that the former own- 
ers would be allowed to purchase it—was not that your general 
opinion ? 

Mr. Frorance. Mr. Bass, I am not sure that I am really qualified 
to answer that question because I did not undertake any negotiations 
on behalf of the Army. 
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Mr. Bass. Being a curbstone lawyer, and talking with people, my 
memory seems to instruct my present thinking to believe that people 
would be allowed to repurchase that property when the Government 
got through it, if they so desired, if they took it in. Was not that 

our curbstone lawyer opinion ? 

Mr. Jones. I think that was the opinion that many people had. As 
I think Mr. Delaney has stated—he said there was an understanding 
that they would have the right to recover. He has that in some of his 
affidavits that he filed here. 

I noted a minute ago that Congressman Overton Brooks was here. 
Iam sorry that he had to leave. 

Mr. Booxrer. I am from his office. He has a bill coming up on the 
floor at noon. He asked me to ask the committee to show that he was 
here, and in behalf of his bill. 

Mr. Jones. I hope that you will tell him that I am sorry that we 
could not call on him at this time. He had spoken to me of his interest 
in this bill, as have other members of the Louisiana delegation. We 
are glad to show their interest. We would, also, like to give any of 
the other members permission to extend their remarks or statements 
in the record, if they would care to do so. 

Mr. Booxter. I will say that to him, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. That courtesy will be extended to Congressman Brooks 
and Congressman Morrison. 

Mr. McSween. We thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

I would like to call to the attention of the committee a letter that 
I have from Congressman Frank E. Smith, a Member of Congress 
from the Third District of Mississippi in reference to his bill, H.R. 
6591. Mr. Smith was here and had to go to another meeting. I would 
like to make his letter and a resolution signed by the members of the 
board of trustees of the Leland Consolidated School District of Le- 
land, Miss., a part of the record at this point, which has reference 
to H.R. 6591. 

(The letter of Hon. Frank E. Smith, together with the attached 
resolution, is as follows :) 

HouUsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1959. 
Hon. Paut C. JONES, 


Member of Congress, Committee on Agriculture, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Pavi.: My bill, H.R. 6591, is pending before your committee. It pro- 
vides for the conveyance of certain real property owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment and part of the cotton field station to the Leland, Miss., Consolidated 
School District. 

Iam enclosing a copy of the resolution of the board of trustees of the school 
district which describes the property involved and makes clear the reasons for 
this request. 

I assume that the formal report by the Department of Agriculture on my bill 
has not yet been submitted. The Department, through the Director of Crops 
Research, has already informed the school district that it has no objection to 
the transfer of the land to the school district, and I assume from this that the 
Department’s formal report will be favorable. 

Expansion of the facilities of the school district is a matter of urgency, as it 
is in many areas, and I sincerely hope your committee will act favorably on 
H.R. 6591 as soon as possible. 

Cordially, 
FRANK E. Smitu, Member of Congress. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas land is needed for right-of-way to Lincoln Attendance Center of 
Leland Consolidated School District ; and 

Whereas land is needed for additional playground and future buildings to 
Lincoln Attendance Center of Leland Consolidated School District; and 

Whereas on June 9, 1958, Leland Consolidated School District was adviseg 
the Mississippi State Educational Finance Commission as follows: “It. ig the 
opinion of the State educational finance commission that to justify the construe. 
tion of any additional facilities or buildings at this attendance center, it wiy 
be necessary that the school district acquire additional land for the schoo 
campus”; and 

Whereas there are now enrolled 1,903 pupils at Lincoln Attendance Center and 
the present school property contains 14 acres including buildings ; and 

Whereas the land adjacent to the Leland Consolidated School District property 
on the east is owned by the United States of America, known as the Lucy Arm. 
strong Tract and a part of the property comprising the U.S. Cotton Field Station: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Board of Trustees of the Leland Consolidated School District 
in regular session, April 10, 1959, That they hereby respectfully request trang. 
fer of property described herein to Leland Consolidated School District, Leland, 
Miss., Washington County. 

DESCRIPTION 


That portion of the property of the United States of America known as the 
Lucy Armstrong Tract and a part of the property comprising the U.S. Cotton 
Field Station having a common boundary with the Leland Consolidated Schoo} 
District property on the west and the center or thread of stream of Deer Creek 
on the east and southerly boundary of property, said land being located and 
situated in the northwest quarter of sec. 14, T. 18 N., R. 7 W., in Washington 
County, Miss., and being more particularly described as follows: Commencing 
at the northeast corner of block 7 of the Armstrong second addition to the city 
of Leland, Washington County, Miss., thence N. 88° 39’ E., 50 feet to an iron 
pipe which is the point of beginning, thence N, 1° 21’ W., 50 feet to an iron pipe, 
thence N. 88° 39’ E., 294.5 feet to a railroad rail set on the west boundary of 
the U.S. Cotton Field Station property, thence N. 1° 21’ W. along said west 
boundary of U.S. Cotton Field Station property (being also the east boundary 
of school property) 135.00 feet to an iron pipe, thence S. 88° 39’ W., 294.5 feet 
to the point of beginning and containing 20.60 acres gross, less 4.01 acres lying 
inside the high bank line of Deer Creek which leaves a net total of 16.59 acres 
more or less. 

(Signed) D. H. Warts, 
W. S. WITTE, 
Gro. REAUFAUSER, 
MAURICE Brown, 
J. M. DEAN, 
Board of Trustees, 
Leland Consolidated School District, Leland, Miss. 


Mr. Jones. Also, I had a call this morning from the Honorable Joe 
Evins, the Congressman from Tennessee, with reference to his bill, 
H.R. 5973, a bill to provide for the removal of the restriction on use 
with respect to a certain tract of land in Cumberland County, Tenn., 
conveyed to the State of Tennessee in 1938. 

Mr. Bass. Mr. Evins could not be here this morning, Mr, Chair- 
man, due to a meeting of the Appropriations Committee. His as- 
sistant is here, Mr. Marshall, in the interest of Mr. Evin’s bill. 

Mr. Jones. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Marshall. 

Mr. Marsuatu. Mr. Evins asked if I might read a very brief state- 
ment on this for the benefit of the committee. It will take about 2 
minutes. 

Mr. Jones. Very well, Mr. Marshall. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOE L. EVINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FOURTH DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF 
TENNESSEE, PRESENTED BY JOE MARSHALL, ADMINISTRATIVE 


ASSISTANT 


Mr. Marswatt. Incidentally, might I ask if you have had a Depart- 
ment report on this? 

- Mr. Jones. We have not had the Department reports on any of 
these bills, outside of H.R. 6591. However, there are some of the 
representatives of the Department here—there is a member of the 
Department here with respect to H.R. 5973—Mr. Smith is here. We 
will call on him in a minute. You may now read your statement. 

Mr. Marsuaty. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you to ask favorable 
consideration of H.R. 5973. 

This bill is in effect a quitclaim to the State of Tennessee on a ve 
small parcel of land which is now a part of Cumberland State Park 
in Cumberland County, in the fourth District of Tennessee which I 
have the honor to represent. Briefly, the reason for this bill is as 
follows: This piece of land is part of a large tract which was trans- 
ferred to the State of Tennessee by the Farm Security Administra- 
tion in 1938 for use as a State park. Since that time, this park has 
been developed and is one of the finest parks in our State. This park 
covers several hundred acres, has a fine lake, and a number of cabins 
and other facilities for use as a resort and recreational area. 

At the very remote northeast corner of this tract the State high- 
way department would like to construct a maintenance garage using 
14.3 acres of this land. This little corner is in the most remote part 
of this entire tract. It is about a mile from the developed portion of 
the park by air and probably about 2 or even 3 miles by road. This 
particular 14.3 acres has not been used for park purposes at all, and it 
isnow in very inferior, scrub woodland. ‘The use by the highway de- 
partment of this land as a site for the garage would in no sense what- 
ever affect the operations of the park. The commissioner of conser- 
vation of the State of Tennessee, who has jurisdiction over the State 

arks, has expressed his agreement and approval of the use of this 
and for the garage. As it happens, we are familiar with this loca- 
tion, and we can testify personally that the above facts are correct 
and that there would be no interference whatever with the State park. 

Now, in the original conveyance of this land from the Farm Se- 
curity Administration to the State of Tennessee, there is a clause 
providing for reversion of the property in the event it ceases to be 
used exclusively for State park or State forest purposes. The Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and the Farmers Home Administration state that 
they have no authority to permit a modification or release from the 
reversionary provision of the above-mentioned conveyance. Thus, a 
congressional action is necessary to release this land to the State high- 
way department for the desired purposes. 

Therefore, in order to clear the way for the highway department 
to use this land for a highway garage it is necessary for the Federal 
Government through this bill to authorize the Secretary of Agricul- 
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wy 4 convey by quitclaim deed all title to this particular 14.3 gong 
of land. 

Let me make clear that this bill involves only this 14.3 acres anq 
will not in the slightest affect the rest of the land now being used fo, 
the State park and State forest. 

That briefly is the whole story and the reason why I introduced 
this bill on behalf of the State of Tennessee. I hope that the com. 
mittee will give a favorable report on this bill so that we can act op 
it in this session and make it possible for the State of Tennessee to 
construct this highway garage at the earliest possible time. Again 
let me thank you for your consideration and courtesy. 

I might add—in reference to the park mentioned in Congressman 
Evins’ statement, that this was part of the Cumberland Homesteai 
Tract Farm and Settlement Administration, and was conveyed to the 
State when the Farm Security Administration was disposing this, 

Mr, Jones. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Marsuwaui. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Henry Smith of the Farmers Home Administra. 
tion ishere. Do you care tocomment on that ? 


STATEMENT OF HENRY C. SMITH, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, no, sir. I do not have any additional 
information to present. The Department does not have this report 
available for the committee today. We will file it as soon as it js 
available. 

Mr. Jones. That is fine. 

We have one or two other bills here. 

In reference to H.R. 6669, introduced by Congressman Morrison, 
of Louisiana, we do not have a report from the Department, but noting 
that Mr. Smith of the Farmers Home Administration is here, I would 
like to ask Mr. Smith if you have any comments, or will you file a 
report on that? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes, sir; we are in the process of preparing a report on 
H.R. 6669. This bill simply involves a matter of extinguishing the 
reversionary interest that the Government has in land that was trans- 
ferred to Louisiana 4. & M. College back several years ago. It said 
in the original deed that the land would be used for vocational school 
purposes. The university wants to use it now for general educational 
purposes. 

Title to this land is vested in the Louisiana Rural Rehabilitation 
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Corp., and the Department of Agriculture has been serving as its | 


trustee in the administration of these assets. Since this bill and some- | 


what similar bills introduced earlier in the year, we have obtained per- 
mission from the Board of Directors of the Louisiana Rural Rehabili- 
tation Corp. to change the purpose for which the school may use the 
land. That would be necessary, of course, in carrying out the purpos 
of this act, and as soon as the Department report is available it will 
be filed with the committee. 
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Mr. Bass. That will prevent complications? 

Mr, SmitH. Yes. sl 

Mr. Hacen. For what purpose is it to be used ? 

Mr. Jones. General educational purposes. 

Mr. Smiru. General educational purposes, rather than specific pur- 

oses as in the original deed. 

Mr. Jones. Unless there are some people here from the Department 
who have any comments I think the committee will stand adjourned 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair. ) 


Xx 





